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One hundred fifty-six gifted elementary students

(grades 3 through 6).responded’ to the Coopersmith Self Esteem
Inventory on ,a pre- and posttest basis during a 3 week, 45 hour
College for Kids program, designed as an enrichment program with

focus on critical thinking, ﬁroblem solving, inquiry, research, and ‘
questioning. Thirty students. responded to a problem solving index qn
the same basis. No significant' change in self esteem was' revealed,

although significant improvement in fluency, flexibility, and

+ originality was noted. It was concluded that the learning episode was
* not sufficient to alter so stable a trait as self esteem, especially

in a ddal focus program (cognitive and affective), but that fluency,
- flexibility, and originality are modifiable outcomes under certain
gonditions . of enrichment programing for gifted students. (Author)
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Few school districts have comprehensive K-12 programs for gifted

students. £ As a result, much of what ts done for the gifted 13 part-time,

pull-out and episodic in nature. The impact of such efforts on the psycho-
4+
social well being and cognitive skills of gifted students is rarely

agsessed. 'This study looked at the'effects of a three week, forty-five hour

. enrichment program on the self~esteem and the divergent thihking (fluency,

flexibility and originality) of students in grades‘3-6. To assess these
. »

. 1Y .
characteristics, students were pre- and posttested on the Coopersmith Self-

-

Esteem Inventory and a Problem-Solving Index.

\ ¥

College For Kids Program

v,
. .

i
- During late June and early July of 1981 250 gifted elementary student
participated “in a College Fo; Kids program on the Ihiversity of Wisconsin-.
Madison campus. The staff for the prbgram~inc1uded 81 university faculty
members from 61 departments and 27 e;perienogd teachers, Children were on
campus from 9-12 noon, five days a week for three weeks.. ‘ ,
, The children were from the city of Madiso% and school districts in sur- 0
rounding Dang County, ydentified by individual schools for participation,
children were gelected on the basis of sevgral indicatbrs of high ability -
learning characteristics such as time-on-task _aud motivation, test scores in

reading and math, creativity\scores, nusical and artistic superiority and

leagership skills, ' Children ranged fn age ‘from § to 12.

N L9
. . N . e

Program Goals

s
Thsjprogram wag designed as an enrichment experience and developed along
=2 N s »w

the theoretical framework of Gallagher's (1979) su%#estions for qualitatively
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- different enrichment programs for the gifted. Focus was on ‘critical thinking, -
aid
concept learning and the opportunity to deal with complex problems and .
abstract issues, Several-specific program goals were identified =

I. to help:students<learn the skills of critical.thinking, problem Fe

/ ~ 7 solving, inquiry, research and questioning. Emphasis was on

o

v divergent thinking processes, specifically, fluency, flexibility
) and originality, ) ' b /
. . Z{ td’ Foster the ‘notions that disciplines are interdependent; that

‘all discipIines in one form or another,~study the mysteries of

life ardd its meaning;mand thatucooper4tion is +srequired in all

complex human endeavors;

3. toiprovide‘faculty role models§5y which students might assess

-

thefr own giftedness' and -

4, to give} gtudents -a psychologically safe{ environment in which to ©

-~

B - “deal with their giftednesg and its implications for them.

s

" To facilitate achievement of these goals, two special program features

i
&

were developed. , One 'was a graduate ~level seminar for teachers, the second was
the,assignment of children to amalI processing groups of 10 or 12, referred to
- as "families."

MR . X

. Program Structure g . s

The graduate seminar was designed to provfde instruckion to the teachers
in strategies/ald techniques for working with gifted children~and “to present

the psychologitcal; and theoretical baseés of the approaches. Twenty-seven

. € . -

\

- teachers of the gifted, representing the school\districts from- which the

-

‘ F . e o [ - - .
children were drawn, attended the seminar. The four-week 'seminar met one week ~

13
1}

prior to the‘arriva¥'of the children and then daily for rthree weeks in con-

junction with the children 8 program. -

Q ] t - . o
oo
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On the baSls of their expressed prefergnces children were clustered into

four streams (biological sciences, gocial sciences, physicallsciences and

bb‘

visual and performing arts). Within these streams they, were groebed into 10~

12 persﬁn groups, referred to as “families.™ Duriné the.first week of College

For Kids, children were introduced to major research areas of the campus, and
[

a number of the small groups often joined together for these exper‘ences. The
%

last two week®, however, were spent in intensive workshops within interest

#

areas and in the small unit of 10 or 1I2.
' While children were on campus, each teacher participating in the seminar
The teacher's role was

served as a teacher/facilitator of a "famiiy" group,

to help the children-integrate their experiences both cognitively and affec-
tively. Time was built into the program at frequent intervals to allow for

the development of group‘coheeion and for the direct teaching of dbgnitive

skills needed in the program.

-

Skills* and techniques developed in the seminar

-

were imparted to the children to assist them 4n their daily interactions with

professors., Attention was given to both the cognitive and affective domains.
L}

- ~

L ' / \
Cognitive Component : -

A major focus of the program was on the skills and processes of problem

-

golving and in enc0uraging productive or creative thinking. Divergent pro- ..
duction was based on the Guilford (1956) model and defined as that thinking
which goes off in several directions, allows for variety in problem squing
and "leads tg a diversity.ff aqewers, where more than one answer may be

1959, p. 381).

acceptable” (Guilford, According to'the Guilford model, and as,
elaborated by Torrance (1966) and Getzels and Jackson (1962), the dimensions
of divergent production are fluency, flexibility, elaborateness and

originality.
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Children were "encouraged by both professors and teachers to rexplore

strategies which strengthened divergent thinking. "They worked especially wi}h

o, < A
techniques guch: as brajnstorming, visualization, attribute lis?;ng, nominal

group processes and force field analysis. Convergent thinking patterns were

a%§o used as‘students identified and clarified problems and selected

. approaches to solving them,

i

+Affective Component

hY
»

Having children participate in an environment where they would have many
~
of their cognitive and intellectual charactgzgstics validated wag viewed as a
poSsible element in enhancing their self-esteem. It was aTso intended that

the time gpenr in their "famkly group would provide a daily opportunity for

children to ghare their thoughts and feelings on being gifted, special con-

cerns regarding school and parent expectations and feelings regarding~rela~

tionships with their'age-matesz

.~

.

.

Selected Relevant Literature ]

Clark (1979) argues for the need to assure ourselves that programs on

behalf of the gifted do not have unintended negative psycho—social conse~ *

\
quences. . Eveﬁ’the labeling of children as gifted, unless’ dealt with in an

intensive and extensive fashion, may result in peer group and intrapefsonal
-pressu;eé\which are detrimeptal to healthy self—esteem. Thus, as part of the

College For Kids program evaluation, student's self-esfeem was assessed on a
{
3
pre~ and posttest basis.
Historically, the gifted have had 1ittle problem in learning academic

‘content. The effective teaching of underlying thinking skills and processes

.

Including creativé or productive thinking is much more in doubt. Guilford
. N .
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"(1956), Torrance and Hyers (1973) and Getzels and Jackson (1962) have all

Y ’ ; !

argued for having children be more fluent, flexible and origina& Some

o

researchers (Resse, Parnes, Treffinger, and Kaltsounis, 1976 Torrance and .

. Myers, 1973) have reported finding programs effective in inducing these char-

'acteristics., Others (Freiheidt 1969; Schuler, 1974) have failed to find -

evidencetof the efficacy of such programs. A major Sprvey (Mansfield, Busse,_
L

and Krepelka, 1978) of research investigatihg creative-thinking programs '
concluded that although studies seem tro support .the view that trdining can

B N\
improve creative performance in general, it is not certainvthah they ‘improve

divergent-thinking -abilitjes. To assess the effectiveness of the .College For
Kids experiences on the dimensions of fluency, flexibility and originality;‘a

problem-solving dndex “was administered to the students at-the start of the

[

program and again on the .last day.

5

N

N ST
l . ) Methodology ‘ .

A

Two instruments were used to assess affective and cognitive outcomes of

- ~

the program: the éoopensmith Self Esteem Inventory and the Prohlem Solving

Index. Instruments were administered to students on a pre-post basis.
- . RS P

< ' . . ! .
.

Self-Esteem o . ) : T .

i . . " ) .
'Coopersmith's-(1959, 1967) SelfLEsteem Ihventory was adpinistered to 156

students at'th7 beginning.and again at the~end of the three—week program. The
\ .
Inventofy was developed with fifth- and sixth—grade students and consists of
= ‘3‘
58 statements requiring a "like me" or “unlike me” response. Eight of the

' »

items constitute a 1fe scale; the remaining 50 itemé constitute a self-esteem

- . -
-~ ~ i . . .

gscale. Items responded to in’the keyed direttdﬁnn(indicating positive

) ¥ ” . L2 L\
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‘self-esteem) were awarded one point, with a possible total score of 50, The

instrument has, face validity and reported reliability éoefficients of .éﬁﬁﬁﬁa
t * i} 13 .

.96 by Coopersmith (1967) on a test-retest baéisg Johnson and Spatz (1973)

o report an internal consistency coefficient of .81,

]

‘. Problem Solving *

[

The Problem-Solving 'Index was administered to 30 students at the begin-
. . .
ning and at the end of the three-week program. «?he Index was developed

i
. - .

. specifically for this project and‘ig based on the theoretical work of Guilford

A4
~

(1956) who suggested in his Structure of Intellect model that the components

of divergehf thinking encompasses’ fluency, flexibility and originality, These
\ tdeas were utilized and elaborated bi;?orrance (1966) and by Getzels and

Jackson (1962) in developing instrumémts to measure creativity or divergent-

.+ » thinking of gifted and dreative students, . .

The Index has two forms (A and B), ;éch with five problems to be
gsolved. Both forms)use the same give problem types in exactly the game order:
1. Social Probleﬁg‘(Societal) '
- | a. Garbage collection
b, Vandg}ism prevention -
2., Planning Problems. '

' a. Create‘a holiday

b.. Create a game

™~

F Acadgmic Problems . C

a. Word meaning (unknown) -

: b. Word meaning (unknown) &




.
‘.
- 7 4 . A3

" 12 ) ) \ ; (
X 4. Social Probleﬁs (Personal) ‘
. A a. MBroken window ’ / )
o = . o
1 r b. Brokgn engagement
. 5. Mechanical, Problems .’ ' ‘ ) .
a. String tylng -
~ b. Ball recovery . n. T d
i .

.
+

Each of Ehe problems was 'to be solved in five minutes with as many short

' -
answers as possible, Students were!gncouraged to be 1m§ginativ?. A common

.example modeled the desired typé?'of responses and the generation'of ideas.

For each item on the Index, three separate scores are computed from a

] N .

- J student's resppnseés to the item: (1) a fluency score, which is the raw number

of disti@ct qésponses to the item; (2) a flexibility gcore, which ig the
» ' .
number of different categories or themes into whith the responses fall; and

3 -~

(3) an‘orlginality score, which is based 6n the relative infrequency of a ~
. e " N

response (infrequent responses receiving higher gcores). Total scores for

fluency, ¥lexibility and originality-are then obtained by summing across

items. . .
¥

'J ' The index was piloted in a small midwestera school district with children

4 »

in the samé grades and of the same }ges as the target populations; and inter=>
! ‘ '

rater agreements were determined across lb.papers with the following
. A | a

[ .
results: (1) fluemcy: 100%; (2) flexibility: 95%; (3) originality: 967%.

- 5

s

The final scoring in the study was done by a‘trained"rater %amiliar with
the scoring systems éf related instruments (Torrance, 1963; Getzels and
Jackson, 1965; Wallach and Koéqﬁ, 1964) . Scoring was dene bl'ind, that islthe

,ratér did hot kﬁgw whethéplthe paper being scored '‘was a pre- o¥ postfest.

‘

by re-scoring/every 10th paper.

" Quality control was maintained
! ! )

1
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‘ LY
Table 1 presents pretest and posttest means, standard deviations and
. - -

sample sizes for self-esteem, fluency., flex%bility'énd originality,- ) ) }\
. 3 1 \ '
. |
. ) - «K" ’ ' -< .
. ) . . Table 1 S
. . Means' and étqndarg Deviations , '
. v on Pretest gnd Pogsttest Measures
: 2
\
a
* - )
Measure Pretest Posttestk
" . Self-Fsteem M 39.03 39.34
- i P .
(N = 156) SD 8.08 8.38
a . - &
Fluency * - M 16.77 22,27 N { )
Ll (N = 30) SD .‘ 8.06 - 7.89
Flexibility M 14,17 . 177 S
‘ (N = 30) . s © 421 T 5.8 T
i b L 2 I
| ]
Originality M 28.83 v 38.23 , .
y (N = 30) sp - 14.17 11.74 .
. : o ] 4
. Using a one-~tail t-test for dependent samples‘fo Eompare pretest and - ' \N
- posttest me;ns in Table 1, the followiqg regults were found: # \\\\
N l, Self-esteém - ND mo signifiéant-q1fference - (p > .05) a
2. Fluency ~ significant improvement - (p < .05)
. 3. Flexibility - significdant improvement ‘,— (p < .0%) .
. L. ) 4. originality - sngSficant improvement -x{p < L05) \ii) Cf

Y

\‘1( " ' ’ . . ' .
' 10 -1
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. Discussion and Conclusion
h ‘ . /
i Self-Esteem . i - ' ’ ’ t \

¢ . - ——‘ v ' % L

‘ Perusal of the means for self-esteem in Table 1 suggests virtually no
L) ’ . . N »
movement in group means between pre- and posttesting. The fact that no meas-
4 2’

urable improvement in self—estegm occurred was not- totaly surprising given the

ghort duration and dual focus (cognitive as well as affective) of the pro-
-~ . \ ) . vt
. gram. ,0n tbe other hand, the lack of any decline in self-esteem at least

suggests that the program had no bejorative*effects. . p

. .

. * Fluency, Flexibility and Originality ° S ’ ‘ .
- \ M

: The mean increase in fluency, flexibility and originhldty in Table 1 from

.

@
\(pretest to posttest was, in each case, statistically gsignificant at the .05

L

~

level. The convergence of the results suggests that the cognitive component'

] - f . .

of the program appeared to produce positive effects. ,// -

The findings reported in this study offer encouragement for those con=

cerned with the efficacy of .short-term programming for gifted children. As

' - gifted educators (Clark, 1379; Feldhnsen, 1981) have noted, enrichmedt pro-

grams are currently the most frequent form of programming for the gifted.

. Still, the absence of sturdy evidence on the effecti{veness of these programs

is somewhat alarming; and it is egsential to determine which kinds of enrich-
1 ) - [}
. ment” are particularly beneficial to the gifted. This study suggests that dne
. ?
- model,'a particular kind of College For. Kids, has some ootential. /

/
’
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